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1)^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 14 October 2005 , 
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7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . With respect to claims 1-1 1 and 16 Applicant argues that Paolini does not teach or 
suggest each element of the independent claims 1 and 16. Examiner respectfully 
disagrees with this assessment and points out that while there may be some technical 
differences between the Applicant 1 invention and Paolinu, all of the limitations of the 
instant claims are met by Paolini. For example: 

the limitation "establishing a communication channel between the client platform and 
the server platform" is met by connecting a client computer to a software source (see 
column 8, line 33). The limitation "retrieving a plurality of identifying indicia associated 
with the client platform" is met by receiving at least one unique central processing unit 
(CPU) identifier from said client computer (see column 8, line 35). The limitation 
"formatting the identifying indicia to create a unique user identifier associated with the 
client platform" is met by combining the at least one unique CPU identifier and a 
predetermined value associated with said software source to generate an encryption 
key at said software source (see column 8, lines 36-40). The limitation "embedding at 
the server platform the unique user identifier into the software application program" is 
met by encrypting a portion of the software utilizing the encryption key (created from the 
CPU identifier) - see column 8, line 41-42. 

2. Referring to claims 12, 13 and 15, Applicant argues that the combination of Paolini 
and Kubota is improper since it lacks any motivation in the art. Examiner also disagrees 
with this statement and points out that the motivation to combine the references is found 
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in Kubota (see at least Fig. 2 of Kubota). Contrary to the Applicant's belief, Paolini does 
not already teach making determination to either decode (i.e. decrypt) the software or 
generate an error code. Therefore, the combination of Paolini with Kubota does render 
the instant claims obvious. 

3. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
re f erences themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1 596 (Fed. Cir. 1 988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the system for secure distribution of 
software of Paolini, which uses hardware ID for software encryption, by adding the 
functionality for comparing the unique user identifier of the client with the ID stored in 
the server platform as taught in Kubota for making determination to either decode (i.e. 
decrypt) the software or generate an error code (see Fig. 2 of Kubota). 

4. The rejections of claims 1-16 are maintained in view of the reasons provided 
herein 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-11, 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Paolini (U.S. Patent No. 6.847.948 B1). 

7 R e f err j n g to the instant claims, Paolini discloses a method and apparatus for 
secure distribution of software (see abstract). Paolini teaches that an identification code 
provided by a client computer is combined with a pre-determined number provided by 
the source of software or data to be copied to generate at least one unique encryption 
key. Prior to each use the encrypted program re-derives the original encryption key, 
which includes the identification code of the client computer, to decrypt the critical files 
prior to use. The identification code may be a unique identifier associated with the client 
computer such as a network identifier or a processor ID provided by the client computer 
(see abstract). 

8. Referring to the independent claim 1 and 16, the limitation "establishing a 
communication channel between the client platform and the server platform" is met by 
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connecting a client computer to a software source (see column 8, line 33). The limitation 
"retrieving a plurality of identifying indicia associated with the client platform" is met by 
receiving at least one unique central processing unit (CPU) identifier from said client 
computer (see column 8, line 35). The limitation "formatting the identifying indicia to 
create a unique user identifier associated with the client platform" is met by combining 
the at least one unique CPU identifier and a predetermined value associated with said 
software source to generate an encryption key at said software source (see column 8, 
lines 36-40). The limitation "embedding at the server platform the unique user identifier 
into the software application program" is met by encrypting a portion of the software 
utilizing the encryption key (created from the CPU identifier) - see column 8, line 41-42. 
The limitation "transmitting the software application program from the server platform to 
the client platform" is met by transmitting the encrypted portion of the software to the 
client computer (see column 8, lines 43-44). The limitation "installing the software 
application program on the client platform" is taught by Paolini, because the software is 
transmitted in an .exe form and has to be installed before use. 
9. Referring to the independent claim 16 the limitation "UUI from client platform" is 
met by unique CPU identifier. 

-10. Referring to claims 3 and 10, Paolini teaches an encrypted communications 
channel because the data transmitted is in encrypted form. 
1 1 . Referring to claims 4, 5, Paoliny teaches that identifying indicia is an 
identification number of client's CPU and hardware identifier. 
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12. Referring to claim 6, 8 Paoliny teaches concatenating the identifying indicia. 
Paoliny inherently teaches formatting identifying indicia as a hexadecimal string 
because transmission of the binary string would not work due to possible loss of data. 
Therefore using MD5 for 16-bit words is inherent as well. 

13. Referring to claim 9, Paoliny meets the limitation "transmitting each encrypted 
file associated with the software application program to the client platform; and 
transmitting the encryption key to the client platform" by transmitting the encrypted 
portion of the software to the client computer (see column 8, lines 43-44). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

14. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

15. Claims 12, 13 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Paolini (U.S. Patent No. 6.847.948 B1) in view of Kubota (U.S. Patent No. 
5.034.980). 

16. Referring to the instant claims, Paolini discloses a method and apparatus for 
secure distribution of software (see abstract). Paolini teaches that an identification code 
provided by a client computer is combined with a pre-determined number provided by 
the source of software or data to be copied to generate at least one unique encryption 
key. Prior to each use the encrypted program re-derives the original encryption key, 
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which includes the identification code of the client computer, to decrypt the critical files 
prior to use. The identification code may be a unique identifier associated with the client 
computer such as a network identifier or a processor ID provided by the client computer 
(see abstract). Paolini teaches detecting the ID and rederiving the encryption key from 
it (see Fig. 2 B), he does not explicitly teach comparing the unique user identifier with 
the each unique user identifier stored in the memory associated with platform server. 

17. Referring to the instant claims, Kubota discloses a microprocessor for providing 
copy protection (see abstract and Fig. 1 ). Kubota teaches that if the software is copy 
protected, then the program will read the value of the ID in register 1 1 and make a 
comparison to the ID value stored in the software. If there is a match, then the software 
continues to execute its routines and activates the mode register 17 to select the routing 
through decoder 15, such that routines from the software are passed through decoder 
15. The key in decoder 15 deciphers the encrypted software and proper instructions are 
retrieved only when the intended microprocessor having the appropriate key is used 
(see Fig. 2 and column 4, lines 4-15). 

18. Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system for secure distribution of software of 
Paolini, which uses hardware ID for software encryption by adding the functionality for 
comparing the unique user identifier of the client with the ID stored in the server 
platform as taught in Kubota. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated 
to modify the system for secure distribution of software of Paolini, which uses hardware 
ID for software encryption, by adding the functionality for comparing the unique user 
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identifier of the client with the ID stored in the server platform as taught in Kubota for 
making determination to either decode (i.e. decrypt) the software or generate an error 
code (see Fig. 2 of Kubota). 

1 9. Referring to claim 1 5, the limitation "determining that the first control program has 
been previously executed" is met by determining if the ID'S match as taught in Kubota, 
which means that the software is encrypted and the first control program was executed. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Grigory Gurshman whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3803. The examiner can normally be reached on 9 AM-5:30 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gilberto Barron can be reached on (571)272-3799. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 273 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Grigory Gurshman 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2132 
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